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LEASEHOLD  SYSTEM 

PRONOUNCED  BV 
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A SUMMAEY  OF  THE  EATDENCE  GIVEN  BY  THE 
I^IOST  IMPOKTANT  WITNESSES. 


CO^IPILED  nr 

HOWARD  EVANS, 

Hon.  Sec.  Leaseholds  Enfrandusevieni  Association. 


LEASEHOLDS  ENFRANCHISEMENT  ASSOCIATION, 
1,  Salisbury  Street,  Stbaxd,  London,  ^\.C.,  and 
HENRY  VICKERS,  317,  Strand,  W.C. 

PRICE  TWOPENCE. 

(No.  19.) 


THE  DOOM  OF  THE  LEASEHOLD 

SYSTEM. 


Whex  the  Royal  Commission  on  the  Housing  of  the  Working 
Classes  was  appointed,  the  founders  of  the  Leaseholds’  Enfranchise- 
ment Association,  which  was  then  in  its  infancy,  hailed  the 
announcement  with  profound  satisfaction,  because  they  were  con- 
fident that  an  exhaustive  inquiry  would  lead  to  the  condemnation  of 
the  terminable  leasehold  system.  The  result  has  amply  fulfilled  their 
expectations.  The  Report  of  the  whole  Commission  condemns  the 
system  virtually ; the  Supplementary  Report  of  ten  out  of  the  seven- 
teen Commissioners  condemns  it  unreservedly,  and  recommends  the 
remedy  proposed  by  the  Leaseholds’  Enfranchisement  Association; 
and  the  eAudence  given  by  various  Avitnesses  fully  justifies  the  con- 
clusion reached.  A Blue  Book  of  OA'er  700  closely- printed  quarto 
pages  is  practically  inaccessible  to  the  general  public.  I haA^e  there- 
fore undertaken  the  task  of  presenting  the  evidence  against  the 
terminable  leasehold  system  in  as  brief  a form  as  possible.  In 
order  to  accomplish  this  end,  severe  condensation  has  been  necessary, 
but  I can  fairly  claim  that  where  I have  not  gireii  the  questions  and 
answers  of  Avitnesses  at  full  length,  I haA^e  giA*en  the  substance  of 
their  eAudence  without  colouring  or  reserAntion. 

THE  REPORT. 

As  the  Report  itself  is  signed  by  all  the  Commissioners,  and  is 
followed  by  a Supplementary  Report  and  several  memoranda,  it  is 
evident  that  the  Commissioners  desired  to  remove  from  the  Report 
proper  all  contentious  matter  of  importance.  Yet,  on  the  subject  of 
middlemen,  that  Report  goes  A’eiy  far  towards  proving  our  case. 
The  Report  says  : — 

“ Much  CA’idence  has  also  been  giA’eu  as  to  the  system  of  middle- 
men, of  house  jobbers,  house  farmers,  or  house  knackers,  for  by  all 
those  titles  are  designated  those  persons  who  stand  between  the  free- 
holder and  the  occupier,  and  Avho  fix  and  receive  the  rent  of  the 
tenement  houses. 

“ In  dealing  Avith  this  system,  Your  Majesty’s  Commissioners  are 
not  founding  their  Reporc  on  the  evidence  of  those  clergy,  philan- 
thropists, and  local  and  other  reformers,  who  have  agreed  in  con- 
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demning  it ; they  have  preferred  to  confine  themseh’es  to  the  testi- 
mony of  two  witnesses  who  are  intimately  connected  with  the 
leasehold  system.  The  first,  Lord  William  Compton,  is  the  son  of 
the  owner  of  one  of  the  largest  properties  in  London  on  Avhich 
middlemen  are  found ; the  second  is  Mr.  Boodle,  the  agent  to  the 
Northampton  as  Avell  as  to  the  Westminster  estate.  From  the 
evidence  of  these  two  witnesses  it  appears  that  the  existence  of  the 
system  of  house  farmers  is  in  some  measure  owing  to  the  preference 
for  middlemen  on  the  part  of  both  the  landlord  and  his  man  of 
business.  Moreover,  this  evidence  shows  that  there  is  an  indisposi- 
tion on  the  part  of  landlords  to  avail  themselves  stringently  of  the 
provisoes  in  their  leases  for  rc  entry  and  for  the  troublesome  and 
costly  process  of  ejectment  of  tenants  in  case  of  breach  of  covenant, 
the  coA^enants  usually  including  external  and  internal  repairing, 
cleaning,  and  painting,  and  the  keeping  in  order  of  drains.  Again, 
it  was  pointed  out  that  landlords  like  to  give  short  leases  of  decaying 
property,  so  that  they  may  fall  in  Avhen  long  leases  expire,  and  the 
property  can  be  dealt  Avith  as  a AA’hole  more  satisfactorily  than  it 
could  be  piecemeal.  All  these  considerations  appear  to  favom  the 
middleman  system,  to  Avhich  is  attributed  by  Mr.  Boodle  the  breaking 
up  of  houses  built  for  single  families  into  tenements,  Avith  all  the 
e\il  and  inconvenience  attending  that  arrangement.  This  is  also  said 
to  be  the  cause  in  a great  measure  of  the  enormous  rents  charged 
for  the  single  rooms  in  tenement  houses  in  which  it  has  been  seen 
the  poor  chiefly  live  in  the  worst  parts  of  London.” 

THE  SUPPLEMENTARY  REPORT. 

Ten  of  the  Commissioners  have  signed  a Supplementary  Report 
condemning  the  terminable  leasehold  system.  Of  the  remaining 
seven,  the  Prince  of  Wales  could  hardly  be  expected  to  take  up  a 
position  on  one  side  or  the  other,  and  Sir  Charles  Dilke,  Avho  is  not 
hostile  to  Leasehold  Enfi'anchisement,  was  probably  hindered  from 
declaring  himself  on  accoimt  of  his  official  position  as  Chairman  of 
the  Commission,  Lord  Salisbury  alone  appends  his  signature  to  a 
memorandum  adverse  to  Leasehold  Enfranchisement.  The  Supple- 
mentary Report  is  as  follows  : — 

“ The  system  of  building  on  leasehold  land  is  a great  cause  of  the 
many  evils  connected  with  overcrowding,  imsanitary  buildings,  and 
excessive  rents.  This  appeal’s  to  be  conclusively  proved  by  the 
evidence  of  Lord  William  Compton,  Mr.  Boodle,  the  agent  of  the 
Marquis  of  Northampton,  Mr.  Vivian,  of  Camborne,  and  by  the 
incidental  evidence  of  other  witnesses.  The  evidence  of  the  two 
former  witnesses  contains  a strong  condemnation  of  the  whole 
system  of  building  on  leasehold  tenure. 

“Those  of  Your  Majesty’s  Commissioners  whose  signatures  are 
appended  to  this  Supplementary  Report  are  of  opinion  that  the  pre- 
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vailing  system  of  building  leases  is  conducive  to  bad  building,  to 
deterioration  of  property  towards  the  close  of  the  lease,  and  to  a 
want  of  interest  on  the  part  of  the  occupier  in  the  house  he  inhabits ; 
and  that  legislation  favourable  to  the  acquisition  on  equitable  terms 
of  the  freehold  interest  on  the  part  of  the  leaseholder  would  con- 
duce greatly  to  the  improvement  of  the  dwellings  of  the  people  or 
this  country.” 

(Sierned)  HENRY  EDWARD  CARD.  MANNING. 

° CARRINGTON. 

GEORGE  HARRISON,  Lord  Provost. 

E.  LYULPH  STANLEY. 

E.  DWYER  GRAY. 

W.  M.  TORRENS. 

HENRY  BROADHURST. 

JESSE  COLLINGS. 

GEORGE  GODAVIN. 

S.  MORLEY. 

The  evidence  of  the  witnesses  is  in  my  judgment  still  more  valu- 
able than  the  recommendations  of  the  . majority  of  the  Commissioners. 
As  only  three  of  the  Commissioners,  Mr.  Broadhurst,  Mr.  Jesse 
Collings,  and  Mr.  E.  D.  Gray,  are  members  of  our  Association,  the 
Supplementary  Report  is  a splendid  victory.  I may  add  that  we  can 
only  claim  six*  members  in  the  long  list  of  witnesses,  viz.,  Mr.  John 
Vivian,  Mr.  Gilmore  Barnett,  Rev.  Andrew  Mearns,  Mr.  Thomas 
Hare,  Mr.  Andrew  Johnston,  J.P.,  and  Mr.  Benjamin  Jones.  Only 
the  two  first  gave  evidence  on  the  leasehold  question,  so  that  it  would 
be  absurd  to  say  that  witnesses  were  selected  w’ith  a view'  to  a fore- 
gone conclusion. 


LORD  WILLIAM  COMPTON. 

About  six  months  before  the  Royal  Commission  met,  Lord  William 
Compton,  a younger  son  of  the  Marquis  of  Northampton,  began  to 
devote  special  attention  to  his  father’s  London  estates.  His  evidence 
may  be  summarised  as  follows : — I here  are  about  600  tenement 
houses  on  the  Northampton  estate  in  Clerkenwell  and  St.  Luke’s. 
The  poor  people  who  inhabited  these  houses  were  not  even  aware  that 
they  were  living  on  Lord  Northampton’s  property.  There  arc  no 
relations  as  a general  rule  between  the  people  and  the  large  land- 
owners.  Lord  William  Compton  does  not  think  that  the  conditions  of 
the  leases  have  been  kept ; certainly  as  regards  the  poorer  inhabi- 
tants he  should  say  decidedly  not.  It  is  practically  impossible  for 
the  ground  landlords  to  see  that  the  conditions  are  kept,  unless  by 
such  actiye  supervision  as  is  exercised  by  Miss  Octavia  Hill.  If  the 
ground  landlord  took  possession  he  thinks  that  the  houses  would  be 
properly  kept,  and  that  “ it  would  be  to  the  interest  of  the  ground 
landlord  that  it  should  be  kept  properly,  because  every  month  that  it 
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deteriorates  it  decreases  in  value.  He  is  told  that  when  le^es 
are  falling  in  the  property  gets  into  the  hands  of  men  of  straw 
through  fLr  of  the  demand  for  dilapidations  which  might  be  made 
at  the^  end  of  the  leases.”  Mr.  Jesse  Collings  asked,  » Is  not  that 
the  reason  why  the  owner  of  property,  when  the  lease  gets  pretty 
nearly  out,  having  only  six  or  seven  years  to  run,  gets  rid  ot  it  at  a 
pretty  low  price  to  a man  who  is  not  able  to  lay  out  any  money  upon 
it,  and  who  has  no  fear  of  any  demand  for  dilapidations,  because  he 
has  nothing  wherewith  to  respond  to  that  demand ; in  other  ^o^d®,  is 
not  the  leasehold  system  responsible  for  a good  deal  of  the  bad  co  - 
dition  in  which  property  exists?  ” Lord  AVilliam  Compton  replied, 
» I should  say  so  most  decidedly.”  Lord  Ayilliam  further  expressed 
the  opinion  that  it  would  be  an  excellent  thing  for  the  owner  of  tne 
house  to  acquire  the  freehold  so  far  as  regards  the  better  class  of 
property,  but  he  was  not  so  sure  as  regards  the 

Jesse  Collings  said : “We  are  agreed  as  to  the  evils  of  tlie  leasehold 
system?”  To  w'hich  he  replied,  “ Certainly.  Mr.  Jesse  Collings 
added,  “ You  advocate  the  ground  landlord’s  acquiring  the  property, 
and  my  suggestion  is  that  the  property  oivner  should  acquire  the 
freehold;  in  either  case  the  object  being  to  destroy  the  e^ul  effects 
of  the  leasehold  system  ? ” Lord  William  answered  V es. 


MR.  BOODLE. 

Mr  Boodle  is  the  agent  of  the  Duke  of  AVestminster  and  the 
Marquis  of  Northampton.  He  has  publicly  protested  in  the  news- 
papers against  the  Supplementary  Report,  because  it  conveyed  the 
impression  that  he  condemned  the  leasehold  system,  though  ^ a 
matter  of  fact  it  only  affii-med  that  his  evidence  condemned  it. 
AVhether  his  evidence  did  or  did  not  condemn  the  system  I wnll  l^^J^ 
my  readers  to  judge.  Let  them  beSr  in  mind  that  anything  that  i Ir. 
Boodle  says  comes  from  the  mouth  of  a hostile  wdtness,  and  there- 
fore, so  far  as  it  goes  to  prove  my  case,  is  all  the  more  valuable.  Mr. 
Boodle  said  that  in  renewing  leases,  on  the  Northampton  estate, 
repairs  and  sanitary  improvements  are  required  of  the  lessees,  and 
are  allowed  for  in  the  renewing  terms.  The  works  reqmred  are  as 

follows : “ To  repair,  paint,  paper  and  cleanse  the  premises,  kc.,  &c. ; 

to  put  the  drainage  in  good  order  ; if  not  already  done,  to  ventilate 
the  soil  pipes,  and  disconnect  from  the  sewers  and  drains  the  waste 
pipes.”  Now  mark  what  follows.  Q.  “ About  these  sanitary 
requirements,  I suppose  there  is  a certain  amount  of  elastici  y,  ^ 
there  not?”  A.  “There  is.”  a “You  apply  them  accordmg  to 
circumstances  ? ” A.  “ According  to  circumstances.  Q.  “ In  the 
case  of  short  leases  before  rebuilding  it  isnot^vorth  while,  I suppose, 
to  do  so  much  as  in  other  cases  ? A.  “ It  is  not,  because  ventilating 
the  soil  pipes,  and  disconnecting  all  the  waste  pipes  is  found  to  be 
a very  expensive  business/'  Let  the  reader  mark  this  answer.  e 


6 


ground  landlord  comes  into  possession  of  old  houses  built  by  a former 
leaseholder.  He  grants  a short  lease  at  an  enhanced  rent  of  the 
grormd  and  the  houses,  but  to  secure  this  enhanced  rent  he  refrains 
from  enforcing  the  conditions  which  are  needful  if  the  property  is  to 
be  put  in  a sanitary  condition.  After  this  admission  I am  not  at  all 
surprised  that  Mr.  Boodle  should  allow  that  “ a number  of  the  houses 
on  the  Northampton  estate  are  not  what  they  should  be  even  for  old 
houses.”^  Mr.  Boodle’s  statements  appear  to  have  surprised  the 
Commissioners,  for  I find  this  : — Q.  “ In  yoiu’  opinion  have  landlords 
as  much  power  under  leases  as  they  would  appear  to  have  to*  those 
who  are  not  lawyers  ? ” A.  “ No,  I think  not.  Looking  at  a lease 
as  it  stands,  the  proviso  for  re-entry  seems  to  enable  the  landlord  to 
eject  the  tenant  if  he  commits  any  breach  of  covenant  whatever ; 
but  practically  that  is  not  the  case,  and  in  fact  no  well-disposed  land- 
lord  would  attempt  such  a thing.”  Mr.  Boodle  freely  admits  that 
“ it  is  owing  to  the  middleman  system  that  the  breaking  up  of  houses 
into  tenements  has  prevailed,”  that  “ it  is  desii-able  to  get  rid  of  the 
middlemen,”  that  the  middlemen  whom  he  had  exjjected  to  do  the 
best  had  tinned  out  very  badly,  that  he  is  very  sceptical  of  getting 
good  middlemen,  and  he  states  that  Lord  Northampton  will  in  future, 
as  leases  fall  in,  collect  the  rents  directly  through  a lady  visitor. 
Questioned  as  to  the  power  of  the  ground  landlord  to  insist  upon  the 
covenants  being  observed,  and  to  the  sufficiency  of  these  covenants 
if  the  middlemen  would  only  observe  them,  Mr.  Boodle  answered — 
“ There  is  the  difficulty.  We  find  that  they  are  so  very  unscrupulous. 
There  are  few  who  observe  their  covenants  properly.”  Mr.  Boodle 
admitted  that  the  number  of  houses  on  the  estate  in  the  hands  of 
middlemen  has  increased  within  the  last  few  years,  although  against 
his  will. 

It  is  only  fair  to  Mr.  Boodle  to  add  that  he  is  not  in  favour  of  the 
abolition  of  the  leasehold  system.  Notwithstanding  the  revelations 
as  to  the  Northampton  estate,‘he  says,  “ I think  that  on  a large  estate 
improvements  are  more  practicable  and  the  people  are  better  cared 
for  than  on  a small  estate,”  and  in  reply  to  Lord  Salisbury  he 
declared  that  “ small  middlemen,  if  converted  into  freeholders, 
would  be  as  independent  of  the  law  as  they  are  now,  and  they  woidd 
be  too  small  for  public  opinion  to  reach.”  The  witness  cited  the  case 
of  a company  wnth  leasehold  buildings  on  the  AVestminster  estate 
whose  rents  not  only  paid  the  ground  rent  and  interest  on  the 
buildings,  but  also  provided  a sinking  fund.  Mr.  Jesse  Collings 
thereupon  said: — “Then  these  poor  tenants  are  paying  three  per 
cent,  (interest)  in  rent,  and  creating  a prospective  capital  for  a private 
company.”  To  this  Mr.  Boodle  replied,  “They  are  assisting  to 
reproduce  capital  which  has  been  spent  for  their  benefit.”  Mr.  Jesse 
Collings,  again  pressing  the  point,  said,  “They  are  paying  the  interest 
on  the  money  and  they  are  creating  a capital  for  the  private  companv 
at  some  future  day”  ; to  which  Mr.  Boodle  replied  “ Yes.” 
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DB.  J.  M.  DIXON. 

Dr.  Dixon,  w’ho  is  medical  officer  for  the  parish  of  Bermondsey, 
gave  evidence  as  to  the  sanitary  work  that  had  been  done  in  that 
parish.  Lord  Salisbm-y  fixed  upon  one  block  of  houses  which  he 
thought  would  afford  him  an  ai'gument  in  favour  of  gromid  landlords, 
but  the  answer  of  the  witness  was  the  reverse  of  what  he  expected. 
Lord  Salisbm-y  asked,  “You  do  not  find,  do  you,  that,  by  reason  of 
their  being  in  possession  of  small  freeholders,  they  are  any  better 
than  houses  in  other  parts  of  the  parish  ? ” AVitness  replied,  “ les,  I 
do.  I think  that  those  houses  which  are  held  by  the  freeholder  are 
certainly  better.  The  worst  houses  are  those  which  are  the  fag  end 
of  a lease  ; the  lessee  wants  to  get  as  much  as  he  can  out  of  them, 
and  wiU  not  spend  any  money  in  repairing  them,  therefore,  we  often 
find  when  the  lease  has  expired  the  property  comes  into  other  hands, 
and  the  houses  are  put  into  a permanently  good  condition.” 
Q.  “ That  is  to  say,  the  property  is  put  into  good  condition  when  it 
comes  into  the  hands  of  the  ground  landlord?”  A.  “Yes.”  In  a 
supplementary  statement  at  the  end  of  his  eiddence.  Dr.  Dixon  said, 
“ About  Snow’s-fields,  Guy’s  Hospital  and  Colonel  Shuston  are  large 
freeholders.  In  this  locality,  the  owners  do  not  care  to  be  troubled 
with  the  property,  and  the  leases  are  renewed  for  terms  of  twenty- 
one  years.” 

MR.  FREDERICK  AVILLIAAI  HUNT. 
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Mv.  F.  W.  Hunt  is  the  surveyor  to  Lord  Portman’s  London  estate, 
■which  consists  of  about  260  acres  at  the  West  End,  more  than  half 
of  which  is  occupied  by  the  poorer  classes,  including  part  of  Lisson 
Grove.  Most  of  it  was  let  on  99  years'  leases  between  1816  and 
1822,  and  Lord  Portman  has  no  powers  on  the  evidence  of  this 
witness,  as  regards  overcrowding,  or  sub-letting,  or  improvements. 
The  witnesses  admitted  that  the  houses  were  built  for  the  occupation 
of  single  families,  that  the  class  of  the  population  in  Lisson  Grove 
had  deteriorated,  and  that  many  of  the  houses  were  in  the  hands  of 
house-jobbers ; yet  he  agrees  vnth  Mr.  Boodle  that  on  a large  estate 
the  people  must  necessarily  be  better  cared  for  than  on  a small 
estate.  The  witness  stoutly  refused  to  admit  that  the  deterioration 
of  the  property  was  in  any  way  the  result  of  the  leasehold  system, 
and  declared  that  it  was  an  easy  thing  for  a working  man  to  buy  a 
leasehold  house,  and  that  he  would  be  quite  as  well  off  as  if  he  had 
a freehold.  When  pressed  as  to  the  possibility  of  an  applicant  pur- 
chasing a freehold  house,  the  witness  evasively  replied,  I have  never 
been  applied  to  by  anyone."  Mr.  Hunt  was  afterwards  pressed  still 
further,  and  his  answers  were  amusing,  as  the  reader  will  see. 
Q.  " But  it  is  never  known,  is  it,  that  there  is  any  freehold  on  the 
estate  to  be  sold  ? " A,  “ No  ; probably  not."  Q.  “ And  the  want 
of  applications  for  the  freehold  arises  mainly  from  the  fact  that 
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people  do  not  imagine  that  it  would  be  of  the  least  use  to  apply  ? 

A.  “ Probably  so/’  Q.  “ Do  you  think  there  is  any  disposition  on 
the  part  of  his  lordship  to  dispose  of  the  freehold  for  residential 
purposes  in  case  people  apply  for  it  ? ” A.  ‘‘  I should  not  advise  him 
to  dispose  of  it.”  Q.  “Why?”  A.  “ I do  not  know  what  advan- 
tage it  would  be.”  Q.  “ Advantage  to  whom?”  A.  “ It  would  be 
a loss  to  Lord  Portman  probably,  and  no  sufficient  gain  to  the  pur- 
chaser.” Q.  “ But  if  it  is  good  for  Lord  Portman  to  hold  freehold, 
why  is  it  not  as  good  for  the  tenant  of  a house  to  hold  the  free- 
hold ? ” The  witness  was  here  fairly  corn»3red,  and  answered,  “ I am 
travelling  rather  outside  what  I came  to  answer.” 

Some  inconvenient  questions  were  asked  the  witness  in  regard  to 
the  better  class  of  property  on  Lord  Portman’s  estate,  occupied  to  a 
large  extent  by  West  End  tradesmen.  Mr.  Hunt  was  asked  what 
number  of  years  was  generallj'  given  for  renewals  of  leases  on  the 
property,  and  he  replied,  “ IVenty-five  years”  ; both  for  residential 
and  business  property.  Q,.  “ Do  you  think  that  is  a reasonable  term 
for  business  property?”  A.  “I  do.”  Q..  “Do  you  not  think  it 
would  be  better  for  a business  if  it  were  for  fifty  years  ? ” 
A.  “ No.”  Q.  “ Do  you  ever  have  complaints  as  to  the  terms  upon 
which  renewals  are  offered  to  existing  tenants?  ” Mark  the  reply — 
“ Does  that  question  come  within  the  category  ? ” There  the 
incident  closed.  Some  of  the  worst  property  on  the  Portman  estate 
wdll  fall  in  about  1888.  On  being  interrogated  as  to  the  term  of 
lease  which  he  would  be  disposed  to  advise  Lord  Portman  to  grant  to 
an  Artisans’  Dwellings  Company,  Mr.  Hunt  replied,  about  80  years. 
The  original  leases  were  for  99  years. 

MR.  FRANCIS  GILMORE  BARNETT. 

Mr.  Barnett  is  Chairman  of  the  Bristol  Industrial  Dwellings  Com- 
pany, Limited,  wffiich  lets  some  of  its  single  rooms  as  low  as  one 
shilling  per  week.  Lord  Carrington  examined  the  witness  as 
follows:— Q.  “ Are  your  dwellings  built  on  freehold  ground,  or  are 
they  built  on  leasehold  ground  ? ” A.  “ Our  dwellings  are  built  on 
10,000  years’ leases — pi*actically  freehold.”  Q.  “If  they  had  been 
buht  on  a leasehold,  would  that  fact  in  itself  have  obliged  the  rooms 
to  have  been  let  at  a higher  rent  to  recoup  the  Company  for  its 
outlay.”  A.  “Probably  so.  It  depends  upon  the  length  of  the 
lease  ; a sinking  fimd  might  have  to  have  been  established.” 
Q.  “ Do  you  think  it  fair  that  houses  which  have  been  built  by  per- 
sons on  another  man’s  land  should,  at  the  expiration  of  the  lease, 
revert  entirely  to  the  freeholder,  wnthout  any  compensation  to  the 
person  who  has,  in  fact,  created  the  most  important  and  lucrative 
portion  of  that  property  by  a considerable  outlay,  from  which  he  has 
only  derived  a temporary  benefit.”  “ I think  it  is  very  unfair.” 
Q.  “ Of  course  they  [working  men^  could  raise  money  to  buy  houses 
more  cheaply  and  easily  on  freehold  than  they  could  if  they  wanted 


leasehold  property?”  A.  “Yes.  It  is  really  the  exception 
in  Bristol  now  for  land  to  be  granted  in  any  other  way  except  upon 
freehold  tenure  Builders  will  not  look  at  leasehold  tenure  in 
n?fmle.-nin  Barnett  testified  as  to  the  evil  effect  of  the  easehold 
system  in  the  creation  of  inferior  property,  as  follows  ‘ If  a ho^e 
iJ  cranted  on  a short  lease,  the  house  is  very  badly  built,  because  the 
man  thinks  it  will  last  for  the  length  of  tune  that  he  has  a for.^^ 

Q.  “ He  has  to  put  it  in  repair  at  the  end  of  the  lease,  has  he  n . 

A “ Y'es  • but  very  often  the  man  who  builds  the  hou^s  ge  s ou 
h longbeLre  that,\ud  it  does  not  fall  upon  the  right  shoulders ; and 

at  the  present  time,  the  man  who  has  to  put  a 
often  a man  of  straw.”  Q.  “ And  he  does  not  do  it?  A- 
does  not  do  it.”  Questioned  as  to  one  particular  block  of  bmldings 
Mr  Barnett  said,  “ I do  not  think  that  we  should  have  entertained 
the  building  of  such  a very  expensive  block,  unless  we  could  have 

had  practically  a freehold  tenme.” 

Mr  Baniett  was  further  examined  as  to  the  building  of  tenemen 
for  the  poorest  classes  of  people,  and  whether  leasehold  was  not 
better  in^such  a case,  on  account  of  its  supposed  cheapness.  He 
said  “ If  this  Company  with  which  I am  connected  was  to  build,  as 
?hope  they  wiU,  an  additional  block,  consisting  of  one-roomed  tenc- 
ments  iusMo  accommodate  the  ver>'  poor,  who  cannot  afford  ,to  pay 
ZSrone  sbUling  or  one  shilling  and  sixpence  per  wee x,  I do 

not  think  that  they  would  entertain  the  idea  ^ T“irOic 

tenure  as  nmet\’-nine  years  leases.  Q.-  liy  not . • 

first  place  there  would  have  to  be  a sinking  fund  put  by,  to  provide 

the  lease  should  terminate  ; whereas  now,  m this 

HoorwWch  we  have  at  the  present  time,  which  « I>- 

hold  we  make  no  provision  for  a sinking  fund  ; all  that  ue  do  is  to 

keep  houses  in  repair  year  after  year.”  Q.  ‘‘  Do  you  kuo^at 
enormous  sums  have  been  sunk  for  sites  for  worsen  s dwellings  m 
LonTon  ? ” A.  “ Yes  ; I am  told  so.”  Q.  “ Do  you  tl^k  that 
wise  ? ” A.  “ I do  not  myself,  because  I think  it  handicaps  the 
^dertakiii-  by  the  sinking  fund.”  Q.  “ You  do  not  think  it 

necessary  ? ” A.  “ I think  it  is  a very  had  kind  of 

he  necessary  if  you  cannot  get  anything  better,  hut  I think  it  han^- 

caps  the  unLrtaking  and  increases  the  rent,  and  probably  dimmishes 

tbe  amount  of  accommodation  put  up,  , 1 1 *_  v.c^A  Kv 

in  Bristoi  there  is  a certain  amount  of  ieasehold 

IramiS  ii  regW  to  this  a.  f Tn 

of  the  houses  that  are  held  by  the  Chmty  Truste  . • 

rases  they  are  in  a very  bad  condition,  because  they  have  been 
grranted  out,  and  the  leaseholder  has  failed  to  perform  his  co^euante^^ 
a.  “ Do  any  of  the  churches  hold  property  in  Bristol  t A.  \ es 
there  are  a great  number  of  houses  m Bristol  owned  by  the  city 
churches ; and  the  churches,  and  the  dean  and  chapter  also,  have,  m 
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life-hold  tenure  ; and, 
nf  houses  are  in  a very  bad  state  of  repah,  and 

O uT^  of  purposes” 

?ut  Jnd  tvf  property  ? ” A.  “ Yes  ; they  seem  to  let  it 

houses  ” IS  underlet,  and  they  cannot  get  control  of  their 

nouses.  . q.  i suppose  that  now  these  leases  for  lives  arc 

ranmng  out  the  evils  of  the  leasehold  system  exhibit  themselves  very 

oxn^/e^  “ W-;  ?•  “Formerly  those  life  leaseholdeS 

^pected  renewals,  and  felt  themselves  the  owners?”  A.  “Yes.” 

U.  And  then  they  u^re  more  willing  to  keep  the  places  in  repair  ?’” 

vei-v  those  life  leases  are  running  out  it  is 

hoSesIS  repa^  ® “ responsible  for  putting  the 

Earl  Brou  nlotr  attempted  to  argue  with  the  witness  that  there  was 
othmg  inequitable  in  the  leasehold  system,  as  follows : — Q.  “ You 
consider  that  the  arrangement  is  unfair  to  the  leaseholder  who  builds  ? ” 

on'pn  9 ' A -V  ^ arrangement  with  his  eyes 

S W • 1^''*  ^ it  if  the  land  canLt 

be  let  in  any  other  way.”  Q “ Nobody  compels  him  to  take  it?” 

no  other  means  of 

getting  it  except  upon  this  tenure.” 


AIR.  JOHN  VIVIAN. 

Mr.  Vivian  is  a tradesman  at  Camborne,  in  the  heart  of  the  tin 
mining  district  of  Cornwall,  a town  which,  though  not  laro-e  is 
peatly  overcrowded.  Many  of  the  miners  have  to  walk  from  six  to 
to  tlicir  work,  yet  more  houses  have  been  demolished 
Fhe  usual  term  granted  to  leaseholders  is  for 
t ee  lives,  oi  for  Hfty,  sixty,  or  eighty  years.  The  witness  testified 

Ip  • ®iiocking  cases  of  overcrowding,  twenty-seven  in 

all , the  last  case  was  that  of  a father  and  mother  and  nine  children 
using  one  bedroom.  The  witness  also  spe.ufied  several  shocking  cases 

n?  Redruth.  At  Camborne,  as  in  other 

parts  of  Corm^all,  the  system  of  leases  on  lives  is  prevalent.  Mr. 

Jesse  CoUings  in  regard  to  life  leases,  said : “ I was  born  upon  an 
estate  where  the  life  tenure  was  the  custom,  and  I found  that  in 
many  cases  men  put  their  children’s  lives  on  a house,  and  some  day 
or  other  they  found  themselves  deprived  of  both  children  and  property^ 
In  other  cases  the  lives  of  sailors  were  on,  and  after  a time  there  was 
great  doubt  whether  the  lives  were  in  existence  or  not,  and  generally 

state  of  things  in  Cornwall  ? ” MTtness  replied : “ There  are  several 
instances  given  in  this  little  pamphlet  (‘The  Bitter  Cry  of  Cornish 
Leaseholders  ),  all  of  which  I think  I can  vouch  for.”  \Mr.  Godwin 
asked  the  witness  how  long  three  lives  would  give  the  lessees  The 
reply  was : “ I should  say  from  thirty  to  forty  years  would  be  the 
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average;  just  over  thirty  years,  perhaps,  because  the  lives  that  arc 
put  up  are  frequently  miners,  and  they  are  proverbially  a short-lived 
class,” 

Lord  Salisbury,  in  his  customaiy  manner,  tried  to  obtain  from  the 
witness  some  justification  of  the  landlords,  but  without  success. 
Subjoined  are  a few  of  the  more  important  questions  and  answers. 
Q.  ‘‘  They  seem  to  M^ant  houses,  and  yet  they  prefer  to  crowed  together 
in  a most  unwholesome  and  inconvenient  fashion  rather  than  offer 
rents  which  w'ould  induce  the  building  of  more  houses  ? ” A.  “ I 
doubt  if  those  wdiohave  the  money,  myself  for  instance,  w'ould  build 
housesunlessicould  get  what  I should  consider  fair  terms.”  Q.  ‘‘You  do 
not  like  the  tenure  ? ” A.  “ No.”  Q.  “ You  do  not  like  the  three  lives 
system.  Would  you  say  the  three  lives  system  is  not  popular  in  that 
part  of  England  ? ” A.  “ It  has  been  popular,  because  they  have  no 
chance  of  getting  other  terms.”  Q.  “ Was  it  not  the  fashion  in  for- 
mer times  to  adopt  this  tenure  because  they  liked  it?  ” A.  “ It  was 
the  fashion  of  the  lord’s  agents  I think.  It  has  been  estimated  by  a 
competent  authority  that  four-fifths  of  the  house  property  in  West 
Comw^aU  is  held  on  leases  for  lives.”  Q.  “ As  I understand,  the 
existing  tenure  is  esteemed  by  tenants  to  be  so  adverse  that  they  do 
not  take  up  as  much  land  as  they  w^ould,  and  they  do  not  build  as 
much  as  they  otherwise  w'ould  do  ? ” A.  “ That  is  so.”  Q.  “ How 
is  it  that  that  does  not  operate  upon  the  minds  of  the  landlords  and 
the  agents,  who,  if  they  relaxed  their  terms,  would  get  a larger 
profit  ? ” A.  “ I cannot  answer  for  them,  except  that  Mr.  Bassett 
has  been  granting  first  40,  then  60,  and  recently  80  year  terms,  and  I 
believe  in  one  or  two  instances  99  years  have  been  granted.”  Q. 
“Do  those  terms  sufficiently  attract  capital?”  A.  “As  yet  they 
have  not.” 

I have  refrained  from  giving  particulars  as  to  overcrowding  at 
Camborne  in  which  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Vivian  is  somewhat  in  conflict 
with  that  of  Mr.  W,  C.  Pendarves,  J.P.,  a Camborne  landlord,  and 
with  that  of  Mr.  Bolden,  the  agent  of  Mr.  Bassett,  another  Camborne 
landlord,  but  on  the  general  question  of  life  leases  Mr.  Pendarves 
admitted  that  “ the  system  was  a bad  one,”  and  explained  that  he  is 
a tenant  for  life  and  that  mider  the  will  of  his  uncle  he  was  precluded 
from  granting  any  leases  except  for  lives.  Mr.  Bolden,  the  agent  of 
Mr.  Bassett,  says,  “ I represented  to  Mr.  Bassett  that  I thought  that 
was  a very  bad  system,  and  after  some  time  I induced  him  to  change 
it  for  fixed  terms.” 

MISS  OCTAVIA  HILL. 

Miss  Octavia  Hill,  as  is  well  known,  has  purchased,  on  behalf  of 
herself  and  others,  inferior  property,  which  has  been  put  into 
tenantable  repair  and  held  under  her  personal  supervision,  much  to 
the  advantage  of  the  tenants.  She  was  examined  chiefly  on  her 
own  methods  of  administration,  but  a portion  of  her  evidence  bears 
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directly  on  tlie  leasehold  system.  She  said,  in  reply  to  questions  by 
Mr.  Jesse  Collings,  that  she  had  not  yet  had  any  of  her  leases  falling 
in,  but  she  was  dreading  it  very  much  ; that,  when  she  bought  a lease, 
she  put  the  property  into  as  fair  a condition  as  she  ^\as  able  to  do, 
the  ground  landlords  affording  her  no  help  in  doing  this  ; that,  when 
the  leases  fall  in,  slie  would  be  liable  for  dilapidations,  and  that  the 
property  would  then  be  re-sold  by  the  ground  landlord  at  the  highest 
market  price,  which  would  probably  be  a higher  price  than  she  paid 
for  it.  Mr.  Jesse  Collings  clinched  the  matter  by  this  question, 
“ As  fast  as  your  houses  fall  in  the  ground  landlords  will  take  joui' 
property,  re-sell  it  at  a higher  price,  necessitating  higher  rents,  and 
consequently  the  whole  operation  resolves  itself  into  increased  value 
in  the  hands  of  the  ground  landlords?"  To  this  the  witness 
answered,  “Yes."  Verily  a melancholy  end  of  strenuous  philan- 
thropic effort ! Witness  was  further  examined  as  to  the  sinking 
fund  as  follows: — Q.  “In  paying  5 per  cent.,  do  you  put  aside  a 
sinking  fund  to  recoup  the  owner  (leaseholder)  at  the  end  of  the 
lease?"  A.  “Yes."  Q.  “Then  it  comes  back  to  the  owner?" 
A.  “Yes."  Q.  “And  that,  of  course,  is  taken  out  of  the  rents?" 
A.  “ Everything  is  taken  out  of  the  rents."  Q.  “ So  that  the  labours 
of  the  labouring  classes  make  a sinking  fund  to  secure  the  property 
owmer  from  ultimate  loss?”  A.  “ Y^es,"  Q.  “I  am  not  saying 
whether  it  is  right  or  wrong.  I am  saying,  first  of  all,  that  the 
increase  of  rent  finds  its  way  to  the  landlord  as  ground  landlord, 
and,  secondly,  that  the  property  owner  is  secured  by  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  labour  from  any  ultimate  loss  by  the  formation  of 
the  sinking  fund;  is  not  that  so?"  A.  “Yes,  he  gets  5 per  cent, 
and  his  capital  back  again.”  Q.  “ And  then  there  is  the  sinking 
fund  to  recoup  the  landlord  according  to  the  number  of  years  that 
the  lease  has  to  run  ? " A.  “ Y"es." 

MR.  THOMAS  FAJ'KIX. 

Mr.  Thomas  Fatkin  is  the  Secretary  to  the  Leeds  Permament 
Benefit  Building  Society,  M'hich  has  been  established  36  years,  and 
does  business  mainly  with  people  of  the  industrial  class.  Leeds  is  a 
freehold  town.  The  method  of  doing  business  is  as  follows  : — “ A 
working  man  will  invest  3s.  or  4s.  per  week  with  the  Society  until 
the  principal  and  interest  amount  to  £40  or  £50.  He  will  then  with- 
draw this  amount  and  purchase  a house  for,  say,  £160,  borrowing 
the  difference,  viz.,  £120,  from  the  Society."  He  will  have  to  pay 
3s.  per  week  to  the  Society  for  24  years  longer  before  he  is  free,  but 
he  laves  rent  free,  and  if  he  had  been  a tenant  he  Avould  have  been 
pajing  to  his  landlord  4s.  3d.  per  week  at  least.  “Thousands  of 
houses  have  been  built  and  bought  through  this  Society  by  the  work- 
ing classes  and  by  small  capitalists  on  such  terms  as  these."  “ If  a 
person  wants  his  own  house  he  finds  it  cheaper  to  build  two,  three, 
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or  four  houses  and  live  in  one  of  them  himself,  and  let  the  other 

three  off,  collecting  his  own  rents.”  , . , o • ^ * 

The  evidence  of  Mr.  Fatkin  on  the  refusal  of  the  Society  to 

advance  money  on  anything  but  very  safe  property  is  remarkable. 
Q “ Upon  what  class  of  property  did  you  refuse  to  make  advances  . 

A “Applications  have  been  made  from  Sheffield,  on  leasehold 
properties:  we  have  also  had  applications  from  Middlesborough  and 
the  neighbourhood ; there  are  a good  many  leasehold  estates  there, 
upon  which  we  will  not  advance  money.  Again,  we  have  also  had 
applications  from  Cardiff  [a  leasehold  town]  and  other  places.  A 
few  years  ago  we  made  several  advances  at  Sheffield,  and,  although 
we  shall  not  lose  money  in  that  town,  the  business  done  there  was 
not  satisfactory.  The  land  in  Sheffield  is  principally  leasehold,  and 
many  of  the  borrowers  were  speculative  builders.  The  witness 
was  asked  why  his  directors  objected  to  advance  money  on  property 
in  Sheffield  and  Middlesborough,  and  he  replied,  “ It  is  in  consequence 
of  mv  directors  disliking  leasehold  property  on  any  terras.  M hether  a 
person  has  capital  in  it  or  not,  they  do  not  care  to  make  advances  on 
leasehold  property  under  any  circumstances.  In  fact,  I may  go  so  fai 
as  to  say  that  if  they  are  satisfied  with  the  value,  my  board  would 
rather  advance  three-fourths  of  the  value  upon  freehold  property 
than  one-half  or  two-thirds  on  leasehold  property,  whatever  capitol 
the  borrow'er  may  have  in  the  respective  estates.  . . • • " ® 

advance,  as  a rule,  three-fourths  on  working  men  s houses,  that  is  to 
say  on  freehold.”  The  total  income  of  this  Society  for  the  last  ten 
years  was  over  five  and  a half  miUions.  In  answer  to  another  quesUon 
the  witness  said,  “ There  are  practically  very  few  speculative  builders 
in  Leeds  as  compared  with  some  towns ; you  have  to  go  into  tovvns 
like  Sheffield  for  speculative  builders.”  Q.  “ Then  in  Leeds  the 
growth  of  yours  and  similar  societies  is  superseding  the  speculative 
builders,  and  bringing  this  other  class  of  person  mto  the  business  of 
buildin"-?  ” A.  “ That  is  so.”  Mr.  Samuel  Morley  asked,  I think 
I understand  you  to  sav  that  in  a town  of  300,000  inhabitants  100,000 
are  housed  by  the  agency  of  this  Society  ?”  The  witness  rephed, 
“ By  the  agency  of  this  Society,  and  what  has  been  done  since  its 
establishment.”  Witness  being  asked  if  overcrowding  w^as  prevalent 
in  Leeds,  replied,  “ I do  not  think  it  is.  I do  not  know  a single  part 
of  Leeds  that  is  overcrowded  at  the  present  time. 


SIR  CURTIS  M.  LAMPSON. 

Sir  Curtis  M.  Lampson  is  the  Managing  Trustee  of  Peabody’s 
Buildings.  The  Peabody  trustees  work  upon  the  freehold  principle 
in  accordance  w'ith  Mr.  Peabody’s  own  instructions  as  follows . 

“ The  capital  will  form  a fund,  the  operation  of  which  is  mtended  to 
he  progressive  in  its  usefulness.”  A portion  of  Sir  Curtis  s evidence 
reflects  anything  but  credit  on  the  Metropolitan  Board  or  >>  orks. 
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He  says : “ They  sold  another  plot  of  land  to  a Mr.  Solomon,  and  we 
gave  him  a profit  of  40  per  cent,  for  one  of  the  pieces  and  bought  it 
back  from  him.  They  did  not  give  us  notice  that  it  was  to  be  sold, 
and  it  was  quite  by  accident  that  we  discovered  it.  I see  now  that 
he  has  a board  on  another  plot,  so  that  thci  man  buys  on  speculation 
and  takes  his  chance  of  re-selling.  He  is  bound  to  build  upon  it  in 
course  of  time.  On  the  plot  we  bought  from  him  we  have  agreed 
that  those  buildings  shall  exist  for  ever,  but  on  two  other  plots  at 
Whitechapel  he  is  limited  to  eighty  years.  I cannot  help  thinking 
that  it  is  a great  mistake  not  to  perpetuate  the  use  of  the  ground  for 
the  benefit  of  the  poor.” 

SIR  S.  H.  WATERLOW,  BART.,  M.P. 

Sii'  Sydney  Waterlow  is  Chainnan  of  the  Improved  Industrial 
Dwellings  Company,  and  distinctly  prefers  leasehold  to  freehold. 
Lord  Salisbury  found  in  him  a witness  after  his  own  heart  as  will  be 
seen  from  the  inquiries  made  as  to  one  particular  property.  Q.  “ You 
have  it  on  lease,  then  ? ” A.  “ We  have  it  on  lease.  If  I may  say 
so,  that  is  more  profitable  to  a trading  company,  because  money 
invested  on  leasehold  premises,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  buildings,  ought 
to  yield  5 or  6 per  cent. ; but  you  cannot  buy  land  to  pay  much  more 
than  3 per  cent,  or  3^  per  cent.,  and  if  you  have  to  investa  large  sum 
at  that  per  centage  you  have  to  earn  more  to  pull  it  up  to  5 per  cent. ; 
therefore  we  prefer  leasehold  property,  always  taking  care  to  have  an 
actuarial  calculation  of  the  sum  to  be  put  by  yearly  to  redeem  the 
cost  at  the  end  of  the  lease,  and  that  is  taken  as  the  first  charge  out 
of  the  revenue.”  Q.  “ The  superior  economy  of  your  operations 
over  that  of  the  Peabody  Trustees  may  be  due  to  the  fact  that  you 
work  on  the  leasehold  principle  and  they  on  the  freehold  principle  ? ” 
A.  “ We  have  half  and  half — and  I prefer  the  leasehold.” 

LORD  LYMINGTON. 

Lord  Lymington  is  the  chairman  of  the  Artisans’,  Labourers’,  and 
General  Dwellings  Company,  w'hich  has  three  freehold  estates  at 
Shaftesbury  Park,  Queen’s  Park,  and  Noel  Park.  The  company  was 
originally  formed  with,  the  object  of  enabling  working  men  to  become 
the  owners  of  their  own  houses.  The  directors  have  now  reversed  the 
original  policy,  and  decline  to  sell  their  houses.  The  company  is 
simply  a commercial  company  carrying  on  its  operations  under  a 
cloak  of  philanthropy.  It  built  on  freehold  land,  and  it  only  sold 
on  leasehold  tenure ; at  the  present  time  it  does  not  sell  at  all.  Let 
Lord  Lymington  speak  for  himself.  He  says : — “ I am  strongly  of 
opinion  before  very  long  the  question  of  affording  cottage  dwellings 
will  afEord  a first-class  investment,  and  secui'e  money  at  a low'  rate  of 
interest — lower  than  that  which  the  State  has  provided.”  Further : — 
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“ We  believe  it  is  the  intent  of  the  company,  as  a company,  not  to 
divide  its  estates,  and  not  to  sell  a portion  of  them  to  individual 
owners  in  the  way  that  the  company  originally  proposed.”  Lord 
Lymington  having  expressed  a strong  opinion  against  the  system  of 
sale.  Cardinal  Manning  said ; — “ We  have  it  in  evidence  that  in 
Leeds  some  7,000  houses  have  been  purchased  in  that  way.”  The 
reply  of  the  witness  is  remarkable — “ There  are  no  leaseholds  in 

Leeds I am  in  favour  of  the  Leeds  system  applied  to 

independent  properties ; but  I think  it  w'ould  damage  the  estimation 
of  our  property  in  the  eyes  of  the  capitalists  from  w'hom  we  get 
money,  and  therefore  would  diminish  oui'  chance  of  getting  money 
at  a low  rate.”  Q.  “Therefore,  as  I gather  from ’what  you  state, 
the  objection  in  your  mind  is  on  the  part  of  the  company  as  regards 
its  financial  transactions  ?”  A.  “ Yes.”  Q.  “ But  not  on  the  point 
of  the  benefit  to  the  working  man?”  A.  “That  is  so.”  Subse- 
quently the  witness  explained  that  the  properties  w'ere  held  intact  in 
the  hope  of  building  houses  to  be  let  at  a lower  rent ; but  as  the 
shares  are  marketable,  he  did  not  explain  what  guarantee  there  was 
for  the  permanent  execution  of  his  own  benevolent  intentions. 

MR.  JOSEPH  CHAMBERLAIN,  M.P. 

Mr.  Chamberlain  w'as  examined  on  the  Birmingham  Improvement 
Scheme,  by  w'hich  the  Corporation  of  that  town  acquired  a large 
number  of  w'orking-class  dwellings,  some  of  which  have  been  pulled 
down  and  others  improved.  Mr.  Chamberlain  was  examined  by  Mr. 
Ljmlph  Stanley  on  the  leasehold  question  as  follows: — Q.  “The 
greater  part  of  Birmingham  is  built  on  leasehold  tenure,  is  it  not  ? ” 
A.  “A  great  part  is.”  Q.  “ In  j'our  judgment  is  a leasehold  tenure 
a good  tenure  for  the  healthy,  substantial,  handsome,  and  generally 
advantageous  construction  of  towns  ?”  A.  “ I cannot  say  that  in  our 
experience  we  have  found  any  disadvantage  from  it.  There  have 
been  great  improvements  made  in  Birmingham  in  the  last  tw^enty 
years,  all  upon  leasehold  tenure.  Splendid  public  buildings,  banks, 
and  w'arehouses  have  been  erected  on  that  tenure.”  Q.  “Then  in 
youi'  judgment  you  do  not  consider  a leasehold  tenure  in  the  hands  of 
private  persons  a disadvantageous  tenure  upon  which  to  build  a town  ? ” 
A.  “ I should  myself  prefer  to  build  upon  a freehold,  but  I do  not 
think  that  leasehold  tenure  interferes  with  the  improvement  of  a 
town.”  Q.  “ Do  you  not  think  that  if,  when  you  (the  Corporation 
of  Birmingham)  had  made  those  improvements,  you  had  sold  the  land 
off  at  once  you  would  find,  if  a sinking  fluid  were  set  apart,  that  the 
capital  in  the  hands  of  the  town  at  the  end  of  the  eighty  years  would 
be  larger  than  the  probable  reversion  of  the  ground  rents?”  A. 
“ No,  I feel  absolutely  certain  that  it  would  be  the  other  way.  I 
have  no  doubt  whatever  that  we  obtained  almost  exactly  as  much  for 
our  property  upon  these  long  leases  as  we  should  have  obtained  if  we 
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had  sold  it  out  and  out,  and  that  therefore  the  ultimate  reversion, 
whatever  it  is  worth,  would  be  practically  the  profit  to  the  community 
at  the  end  of  eighty  years.’^ 

MR.  SHAW  LEFEVRE,  M.P. 

Mr.  Shaw  Lefevre’s  examination  was  largely  devoted  to  questions 
of  compensation  and  rating  for  improvements ; on  the  powers  of 
ground  landlords  to  control  the  lessees,  however,  Mr.  Lefevre,  in 
answer  to  Sir  Richard  Cross,  gave  evidence  which  confirms  that  of 
Mr.  Boodle.  Q.  ‘‘  Under  the  fifth  Section  of  the  Act  of  1875  I find 
this  provision  : that  the  plan  may  * provide  for  such  scheme  or  any 
part  thereof  being  carried  out  and  effected  by  the  person  entitled  to 
the  first  estate  of  freehold  in  any  property  subject  to  the  scheme  or 
with  the  concurrence  of  such  person,  under  the  superintendence  and 
control  of  the  local  authority,  and  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  to 
be  embodied  in  the  scheme  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between  the  local 
authority  and  such  person,'  the  object  of  that  being  to  enable  the 
owner  of  the  freehold,  where  the  property  had  been  let  out  on  long 
lease,  to  step  in  and  take  advantage  of  this  Act,  and  in  communication 
and  acting  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  to  get  possession 
of  that  property  which  had  been  leased  so  as  to  form  the  improve- 
ment ? " A.  “ I do  not  believe  that  has  been  put  in  force  in  London 
at  all ; I believe  it  has  been  put  in  force  at  Birmingham,"  Q.  ‘‘  Do 
you  not  think  that  that  is  a provision  which  places  in  the  hands  of 
the  ground  landlord  a very  beneficial  power?"  A.  Yes,  certainly; 
at  the  same  time  I very  much  doubt  wliether  in  the  long  run  it 
w'ould  be  worth  "while  to  the  ground  landlord  to  act  under  it. 
It  would  throw  upon  him  a difficult  duty  even  though  it  may  be 
worth  w^hile  to  him  pecuniarily  to  undertake  it."  Q.  “ Do  you  see 
any  way  of  giving  the  ground  landlords  the  power  of  interfering  in 
the  case  of  property  held  under  long  leases?"  A.  ‘‘No  I do  not.' 


MR.  GEORGE  SHIPTON. 

Mr.  George  Shipton,  who  is  Secretary  of  the  London  Trades 
Council,  advocates  the  obligation  of  the  municipal  authorities  not 
only  to  demolish  buildings  unfit  for  human  habitation,  but  to  provide 
suitable  accommodation  beforehand  for  those  about  to  be  displaced. 
After  having  been  examined  on  this  proposal,  he  was  questioned  by 
the  Bishop  of  Bedford  on  the  existing  Leasehold  System  as 
follows  Q.  “ You  made  a remark  that  a good  many  of  your  work- 
people look  upon  the  Leasehold  System  as  legalised  robbery,  will  you 
kindly  tell  us  what  is  the  ground  of  that  feeling  ? " A.  “ The  feeling 
is  that  in  building  houses  certain  conditions  have  to  be  conformed  to 
compulsorily,  that  they  cannot  get  away  from,  and  which  all  tend  to 
increase  their  rents,  and  take  from  their  earnings  whether  they  like 
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it  or  not.  They  cannot  help  themselves."  Q.  “ Then  the  complaint 
is  not  that  they  are  obliged  to  rent  houses,  and  therefore  are  sub- 
jected to  exorbitant  rents  charged  by  middlemen,  but  that  m 
building  houses  for  themselves  they  are  put  under  the  Leasehold 
**  System?"  A.  “Yes,  and  that  the  Leasehold  System  necess^ily 

imposes  heavy  charges  that  they  have  to  pay  ultimately  in  their 
rents,  that  is  the  general  system  of  leases."  Q.  “ But  the  builders 
^ build  on  that  system ; the  working  men  do  not  build  themselves,  do 

they?"  A.  “The  working  men  have  very  few  leases.  The  point 
really  is  that  the  effect  of  the  Leasehold  System  does  take  from  the 
working  classes  ultimately  heavy  charges  in  the  shape  of  rent.  U-. 
“ Have  the  working  classes  any  ground  for  supposing  that  if  the  leases 
were  abolished  to-morrow  and  the  ground  landlords  entered  again  on 
their  property,  the  terms  on  which  they  would  be  [able  to  deal  wuth 
the  landlords  would  be  better  ? " A.  “ Yes." 


( 
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MR.  JOHN  DUDLEY. 

Mr.  John  Dudley,  of  the  firm  of  Sutton  and  Dudley,  builders,  has 
built  large  blocks  of  working-class  dwellings  at  Walworth,  Camber- 
well, Newington,  and  Nine  Elms,  w’hich  the  firm  retain  in  their  own 
hands.  His  evidence  is  as  follows  : — Q.  “ You  build  upon  both 
freehold  and  leasehold  tenure,  do  you  not?"  A.  “ Yes."  Q.  “Have 
you  any  difficulty  in  acquiring  freehold  sites?"  A.  “Very  great 
difficulty."  A.  “ Would  you  prefer  freehold  sites  if  you  could  get 
them  ? " A.  “ Yes."  Q.  “ As  to  the  leaseholds,  you  state  that  you 
find  an  increasing  unwillingness  to  grant  a long  term  of  years ; do 
you  find  that  they  are  gradually  shortening  the  term  of  years  ? " A. 
“ Yes,  that  is  so."  Q “ What  is  the  iisual  term  on  which  you  can 
get  the  land  now  ? " A.  “ Perhaps  you  may  call  it  80  years." 


MR.  ELI  SOWERBUTTS. 

Mr.  Sow’erbutts  is  Secretary  to  the  Oddfellows'  Building  and 
Investment  Company  at  Manchester,  which  has  built  a considerable 
number  of  houses  in  that  city,  the  object  being  to  meet  the  case  of 
the  working  man  who  desired  and  could  afford  to  become  the  owmer 
of  one  house  only,  the  experience  in  Manchester  being  that  the 
ordinary  building  societies  played  into  the  hands  of  the  jerry 
builders.  On  the  leasehold  question  Mr.  Sow^erbutts  w^as  asked, 
“ Is  the  land  that  you  build  upon  leasehold  ? " V itness  replied, 
“ No,  freehold.  We  should  build  upon  long  leasehold,  that  is  to 
say,  on  a 999  years*  lease  ; we  should  not  build  upon  a 99  years 
lease  for  anybody.  If  any  of  our  people  desired  it,  we  should  build 
upon  a 999  years'  lease;  but  there  is  a very  strong  objection  amongst 
the  working  people  of  Manchester  to  have  alease,how^ever  lengthened 
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it  may  be.  There  is  a feeling  about  it,  M’hich  is  perhaps  very  absurd, 
that  they  wotild  like  to  know  the  end  of  it ; and  if  it  is  for  ever,  it  is 
theirs  they  think.  The  difference  between  the  amount  which  can  be 
obtained  for  a chief  rent  of  999  years  and  the  amount  which  can  be 
obtained  for  a freehold  has  been  proved  for  some  time.  The  freehold 
chiefs  have  sold  at  from  24  to  29  years*  jiurchase,  and  we  estimate 
the  leasehold  (999  years)  at  18  years’  purcliase.” 

SUMMAKY. 

The  foregoing  evidence  completely  demolishes  the  absurd  alle- 
gation that  Leasehold  Enfranchisement  is  a piu'cly  middle-class 
measure.  Certainly  the  middle  class  will  gain  thereby,  more  espe- 
cially the  thrifty  lower  middle  class  whose  savings  are  largely  invested 
in  the  houses  they  inhabit,  and  the  shopkeepers,  who  now  too  often, 
after  a term  of  years,  have  to  buy  over  again  from  the  landlord  the 
goodwill  of  the  businesses  they  have  built  up,  but  the  working 
classes,  whether  as  owners  or  as  tenants,  will  be  large  gainers  also. 
The  evidence  of  Lord  William  Compton,  Mr.  Boodle,  Mr.  Hunt,  Mr. 
Gilmore  Barnett,  of  Bristol,  Mr.  John  Vivian,  of  Camborne,  and 
other  witnesses,  shows  that  the  deterioration  of  small  house  property 
into  mere  slums  is  the  natural  consequenct;  of  the  leasehold  system, 
and  the  evidence  is  all  the  more  convincing  in  that,  in  some  cases,  it 
comes  from  imwulling  witnesses  who  are  professional  advocates  of  the 
system  itself.  On  the  Northampton  estate  it  has  produced  such  dis- 
astrous effects  that  the  noble  owner  has  detennined  to  keep  the  pro- 
perty in  his  own  hands  as  fast  as  it  falls  in.  Even  to  those  who 
cannot  hope  to  obtain  a dwelling  of  their  own  it  will  be  an  immense 
advantage  that  each  house  shall  have  a fully  responsible  owner,  per- 
manently interested  in  keeping  the  property  in  good  repair. 

The  e^ddence  of  Lord  William  Compton,  Mr.  Boodle,  and  Mr. 
Hunt  goes  far  to  demolish  the  theory  that  the  ground  landlord  is 
necessary  in  order  to  protect  a leaseholder  from  his  neighbours.  The 
recently  published  reports  of  Her  Majesty’s  representatives  abroad 
on  the  tenure  of  houses  (a  summary  of  which  has  been  prepared  by 
Mr.  James  Rowlands,  Secretary  of  the  Leasehold  Enfranchisement 
Association)  demonstrate  that  in  the  great  cities  of  the  Continent  the 
Municipal  regulations  are  quite  strong  enough  to  prevent  one  man 
from  using  his  property  to  the  injury  of  others.  The  e^ddence  of 
the  above-mentioned  witnesses  show's  that  good  house  property  can 
degenerate  into  slums,  and  the  agents  affirm  that  they  and  theii* 
employers  have  been  powerless  to  prevent  this.  The  latter  assertion  is 
only  partially  true,  Mr.  Hunt  points  out  that  Lord  Portman  cannot 
prevent  sub-letting,  and  if  any  one  suppostis  that  it  might  be  done 
hereafter,  let  him  ask  himself  whether  he  w ould  purchase  a leasehold 
house  w'ith  the  condition  that  he  could  only  sell  his  property  provided 
the  landlord  chose  to  approve  the  purchaser.  In  some  cases  the 
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ground  landlord  docs  protect  the  leaseholders  by  a strict  enforcement 
of  the  covenants,  but  he  can  only  be  relied  on  to  do  this  so  long  as  it 
is  to  his  own  advantage.  Leases  are  almost  always  drawn  on  a one- 
sided plan.  The  lessee  is  bound  by  a multitude  of  conditions,  but 
* the  ground  landlord  is  not  bound  to  enforce  similar  conditions  upon 

a lessee’s  neighbours.  When  slum  property  yields  the  gi'ound  land- 
lord the  greatest  profit  the  unhapp)'  lessee  is  helpless.  Yet  the 
» agents  of  Lord  Portman  and  Lord  Northampton,  though  examined 

closely  as  to  the  slum  property  on  their  employers’  estates,  had  the 
effrontery  to  declare  that  the  people  on  gi'eat  estates  were  better  cared 
for  than  others.  I am  amazed  at  theii*  immeasurable  impudence. 

It  has  been  urged  that,  if  the  option  of  compulsory  purchase  was 
granted  to  leaseholders,  ground  landlords  would  retain  their  land  in 
their  own  hands,  and  either  not  build  at  all,  or  build  on  their  OAvn 
account.  On  the  first  point  we  need  not  be  apprehensive.  Self- 
interest  wmuld  be  quite  sufficient  to  impel  owmers  of  land  in  the 
subm'bs  of  a great  town  either  to  build  or  to  sell  at  a good  price  to 
those  who  wished  to  build.  The  majority  would  not  care  to  enter 
into  gigantic  building  transactions,  but  those  that  preferred  such  a 
course  w'ould  have  the  most  direct  interest  in  good  buildings  and  in 
^ the  preservation  of  their  property  from  deterioration.  There  would  be 

no  fag  ends  of  leases,  because  there  w'ould  be  no  leases  at  all.  If  we 
secure  unification  of  ownership,  w'hich  the  evidence  given  before  the 
Commissioners  shows  is  most  desii*able  for  the  tenant,  it  matters  com- 
9 paratively  little  whether  one-tenth  or  one-fourth  of  the  ground  land- 

lords become  housebuilders  in  the  future.  Personally,  I should  prefer 
the  larger  proportion,  becaiise  I regard  the  jerry  builder,  whom  I pity 
as  a victim  of  an  evil  system,  as  one  of  the  greatest  curses  of  our 
modern  civilisation.  As  for  the  multitude  of  houses  now'  in  existence, 
. the  ground  landlords  wdll  have  no  choice,  the  option  of  enfranchise- 

J ment  will  lie  with  the  leaseholder. 

The  representatives  of  the  landlords  who  were  examined  before 
the  Commission  endeavoured  to  make  a scapegoat  of  the  middle- 
man. It  is  unfortunate  that  no  representative  of  the  middlemen  was 
called  before  the  Commission.  These  middle  men,  of  w'hom  Mr. 
Boodle  and  Mr.  Hunt  complained,  are  the  creatures  of  the  leasehold 
J system  ; but  for  it  they  would  have  no  existence.  The  reason  they 

t take  short  leases  of  old  houses  which  the  old  tenants  decline  is  that 

the  latter  expect  that  the  conditions  as  to  repairs  and  sanitation  will 
be  strictly  enforced,  w'hile  the  house-farmers  know  by  experience 
that  they  w'ill  not  be,  and  that  the  agent  treats  those  covenants  with 
a certain  amount  of  elasticity.  See  Mr.  Boodle’s  evidence. 

There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  middlemen  are  any  w^orse 
than  the  ground  landlords,  who  make  enhanced  gains  by  re-leasing 
insanitary  old  rookeries  for  short  terms.  Their  time  is  short,  and 
they  must  make  hay  w'hile  the  sun  shines.  They  have  no  interest  in 
preserving  the  property  from  deterioration.  Under  the  leasehold 
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BYStem,  you  cannot  get  rid  of  the  middlemen  till  the  leases  fall  in — 
see  the  e^ddence  of  Mr.  Boodle  and  Mr,  Hunt — and  afterwards  their 
operations  cannot  be  checked  unless  a landlord  determines  to  keep 
i the  property  in  his  own  hands — see  Mr.  Boodle.  We  propose  to  get 

^ rid  of  the  middlemen  altogether.  Abolish  the  leasehold  system,  and 

there  would  be  no  fag  ends  of  leases  in  which  to  speculate.  Existing 
middlemen  would  have  the  option  of  converting  themselves  into 
fully  responsible  freeholders,  and  as  soon  as  they  came  into  this 
I category,  they  would  find  their  interest  in  improvement  instead  of 

^ in  dilapidation,  while  the  local  anthorities  could  rigidly  enforce  the 

sanitary  laws  without  fear  of  subjecting  a temporary  owner  to  a 
y ruinous  loss  for  the  benefit,  a few  years  hence,  of  a man  who  has 

I done  nothing  but  sign  leases.  If  any  one  doubts  whether  small 

I freeholders  would  do  justice  to  their  property,  let  him  turn  to  the 

1 replies  of  Dr.  Dixon,  the  Bermondsey  Medical  Officer,  to  Lord 

Salisburj'. 

i Objection  has  been  made  to  leasehold  enfranchisement  on  the 

,I  groimd  that  it  is  an  unnecessaiy^  interference  with  freedom  of  con- 

tract. The  answer  to  this  was  given  by  Mr.  Gilmore  Barnett  in 
reply  to  certain  questions  put  to  him  by  Earl  Brownlow.  Mr.  John 
Vivian,  of  Camborne,  show^ed  that  in  that  town  there  was  no  choice — 
it  Avas  either  leasehold  or  nothing.  Had  the  leasehold  system  been 
the  direct  subject  of  inquiry^  I should  have  been  able  to  produce  any 
number  of  responsible  i^-itnesses  to  testify  that  a multitude  of  places 
are  exactly  in  the  same  position  as  Camborne.  Even  as  regards  the 
Metropolis  itself,  the  difficulty  of  obtaining  freehold  houses  is  great, 
as  any  one  can  testify  who,  like  myself,  has  sought  for  a freehold 
house  with  certain  necessary  conditions  as  to  size,  convenience,  and 
locality.  The  evidence  of  Mr.  John  Dudley,  an  extensive  builder  in 
South  London,  is,  however,  conclusive  on  this  point.  He  decidedly 
prefers  freeholds,  but  has  had  very  great  difficulty  in  acquiring  free- 
hold sites.  Land,  as  John  Stuart  Mill  pointed  out  long  ago,  is  a 
natiu*al  monopoly;  and  because  it  is  a natural  monopoly,  private 
ownership  in  land  must  always  be  subordinated  to  public  policy. 

Another  objection  made  to  leasehold  enfranchisement  is  that  it 
would  make  it  more  difficidt  for  w'orking  men  to  acquire  houses  of 
their  own  if  they  had  to  buy  outright,  not  only  the  house,  but  the 
ground  upon  which  it  stands.  I am  by  no  means  certain  that  a 
measure  conferring  upon  leaseholders  the  right  of  compulsory  pur- 
chase would  immediately  destroy  the  leasehold  system ; after  all,  it 
would  only  enforce  all  over  the  country  the  policy  recently  adopted 
by  the  Duke  of  Devonshire  at  Eastbourne.  But  let  us  assume  that 
the  granting  of  the  option  of  compulsory  purchase  to  the  leaseholders 
already  in  existence  would  cause  the  ground  landlords  to  refuse  to 
grant  leases  for  the  future,  and  only  to  sell  right  out ; would  the 
friture  purchaser  be  in  a worse  position  than  at  present  ? I might 
appeal  confidently  to  the  limited  class  who  are  accustomed  to  make 
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advances  on  house  property,  and  I could  cite  examples  which  would 
fully  prove  my  case ; but  as  this  pamphlet  is  intended  for  popular 
reading,  I am  content  to  refer  the  reader  to  the  remarkable  e^’idence 
of  Mr.  Fatkin,  of  Leeds,  and  Mr.  Sow^erbutts,  of  Manchester.  I 
could,  if  necessary,  supplement  their  testimony  by  that  of  others  con- 
nected with  the  management  of  building  societies.  If  it  were  true 
that  the  leasehold  system  was  necessary,  in  order  to  enable  the 
industrial  classes  to  acquire  their  own  houses,  Leeds,  which  is  a 
freehold  town,  ought  to  have  very  few  working-class  house-owners. 
The  evidence  of  Mr.  Fatkin  will  show  that  the  contrary  is  the 
case,  and  that  the  small  owners  of  house  property  are  abnormally 
numerous. 

As  will  have  been  seen  from  Sir  Curtis  Lampson's  evidence,  when  Mr. 
Peabody  projected  his  benevolent  scheme  for  the  benefit  of  the  poor  of 
London,  one  of  its  most  important  features  was  its  permanent  pro^essive 
character.  The  Peabody  trustees  have  loyally  executed  his  instruc- 
tions by  building  only  upon  freehold  ground,  and  the  result  is  that  at 
the  present  time  they  have  a net  income  of  £36,000  a year,  which  is 
expended  in  enlarging  their  operations.  Every  Peabody  tenant  has 
the  consolation  of  knowing  that  the  net  profit  of  the  rent  he  pays  is 
expended  for  the  benefit  of  the  class  to  which  he  belongs  by  the 
erection  of  new'  Peabody  dw'ellings.  Contrast  the  evidence  of  Sir 
Curtis  Lampson  with  that  of  Miss  Octavia  Hill,  and  other  witnesses 
W'ho  have  to  deal  with  leasehold  properties.  Place  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Gilmore  Barnett,  of  Bristol,  who  scorns  leasehold  tenure,  against 
that  of  Sir  Sidney  Waterlow,  who  approves  it.  The  advocates  of 
freehold  continually  speak  of  progressive  expansion ; the  advocates  of 
leasehold  of  a sinking  fund.  The  terms  are  happily  chosen.  Let 
any  man  who  doubts  the  radical  difference  between  the  two  turn  back 
to  the  evidence  of  Miss  Octavia  Hill.  No  more  damning  record  on 
the  leasehold  system  could  be  written  even  by  its  most  helpless 
victims. 

Mr.  Chamberlain  will  probably  be  quoted  hereafter  by  the  defenders 
of  the  leasehold  system ; but  let  it  be  remembered  that  the  advocates 
of  leasehold  enfranchisement  have  never  been  so  foolish  as  to  affirm 
that  people  will  not  erect  handsome  buildings  in  business  centres  on 
a leasehold  tenure.  Further,  Mr.  Chamberlain  declares  that  he  would 
prefer  to  build  on  freehold  tenure.  The  last  question  and  answer 
which  I have  quoted  from  Mr.  Chamberlain’s  esudence  raises  the 
question  of  the  municipalisation  of  landed  property,  which  I cannot 
here  discuss  at  length.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  not  a few  advocates  of 
leasehold  enfranchisement  would  make  an  exception  of  land  now  held 
or  hereafter  acquired  by  a representative  local  authority,  I myself 
being  one  of  the  number.  Apart  from  this  disputed  point,  Mr. 
Chamberlain’s  answer  is  useful  in  its  bearings  on  the  general  question. 

So  far  as  the  conditions  imposed  by  condensation  would  allow,  I 
have  summarised  all  the  important  evidence  given  by  the  witnesses. 
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\vhetlier  for  or  against,  so  far  as  it  bears  upon  the  leasehold  system. 
Accordingly  I have  not  withheld  the  testimony  of  Sir  Sydney  Waterlow, 
whose  labours  entitle  his  opinion  to  the  highest  respect.  Sir  Sydney 
has  a decided  preference  for  leaseholds  over  freehold  sites.  I might 
pail' him  off  wdth  either  Sir  Curtis  l.ampson,  Mr.  John  Dudley,  or 
Mr.  Gilmore  Barnett,  and  leave  the  reader  to  decide  between  them. 
I might  further  urge  that  Sir  Sydney  Waterlow’s  company  has  suc- 
ceeded in  acquiring  leasehold  properties  at  exceptionally  low  terms. 
Still  more  important  is  the  evidence  given  by  Miss  Octavia  Hill  and 
other  witnesses  as  to  the  sinking  fund  by  which  leasehold  owners 
draw  from  their  poor  tenants  not  only  interest  on  their  investments 
but  a retuiTi  of  the  capital  which  in  course  of  time  'will  lapse  into  the 
hands  of  the  freeholder.  But  the  most  important  consideration  of 
all  is  that  the  prevalence  of  leaseholds  has  given  to  freeholds  in  the 
Metropolis  a fictitious  value.  The  contraction  of  the  supply  neces- 
sarily involves  the  enlargement  of  the  price  demanded.  There  have 
been  other  contributory  causes,  as  for  example  the  proposed  re- con- 
version of  the  3 per  cents,  by  Mr.  Childers,  but  the  primary  and 
chief  cause  is  the  scarcity  of  security.  The  law,  which  should  have 
made  public  policy  its  chief  consideration,  has  by  ignoring  that  con- 
sideration given  to  freehold  land  in  great  centres  an  artificial  value. 

When  the  leasehold  system  is  broken  that  artificial  value  will 
disappear  and  with  it  Sir  Sydney  Waterlow’s  objection.  Two  years 
ago  a few  small  leaseholders  founded  the  Leaseholds  Enfranchisement 
Association  in  order  to  obtain  for  leaseholders  compulsory  powers  of 
purchasing  the  fee  simple.  We  have  done  good  propagandist  work, 
and  the  position  which  the  movement  occupies  at  the  present  time  is 
largely  due  to  the  efforts  of  the  Association,  but  our  income  is  alto- 
gether inadequate  to  the  necessities  of  the  situation.  The  real  battle 
with  the  great  ground  landlords  has  not  yet  begun,  and  the  people 
as  yet  are  but  imperfectly  informed  on  the  importance  of  the 
question.  If  the  reader  shares  our  faith  I earnestly  request  him  to 
help  us  to  destroy  the  system  against  which  we  contend. 
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